Alpha taxonomy involves delineation of the basic unit of biology: the species. The concepts by which we define species, however, have been controversial, with several alternatives competing at present, some creating fewer and some more species units, depending on interpretation of species limits. Although it is tempting to assume that species concepts would have little interaction with the geographic foci of species richness and endemism -and some have so argued -this assumption does not withstand careful analysis. In this paper, I develop a first-pass assessment of Philippine bird taxonomy under an alternative species concept, and compare the results with the traditional biological species concept lists. Differences between the two lists were dramatic, but not just in numbers of species; rather, new, previously unrecognized or previously underappreciated foci of endemism were noted. A thorough understanding of the taxonomic basis of species lists is therefore critical to conservation planning.
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Recent taxonomic studies have pointed out conservation implications of their results for several parts of the world (Boon et al. 2000; Lovette et al. 1999; Ortíz-Pulido et al. 2002) : new viewpoints on species limits led to new priorities for conservation action, mainly via recognition of 'new' (although not necessarily undescribed) species-level taxa. What is more, recent reviews have indicated broader-scale effects of taxonomic treatments on conservation priorities, in that taxonomic viewpoints underlying suites of species used as bases for conservation priority-setting affect the results of those priority-setting exercises, often dramatically (Danielson and Treadaway 2004; Hazevoet 1996; Meijaard and Nijman 2003; Navarro-Sigüenza 1999, 2000a; Sangster 2000) . Hence, the picture appears clear: efforts to prioritize areas for conservation action based on biodiversity considerations should take into account the taxonomic viewpoint underlying the 'authority list' of species involved, otherwise unforeseen and unwanted biases resulting from inconsistencies among taxa may creep into the results.
Nonetheless, biodiversity considerations such as species' distributions continue to be used in numerous current conservation priority-setting exercises (Amori and Gippoliti 2001; Balmford 2003; Bibby et al. 1992; Bonn et al. 2002; Brooks and Thompson 2001; Cowling et al. 2003; Mittermeier et al. 1998; Seymour et al. 2001) , and even mention -much less careful consideration -of taxonomic considerations is rare. What is more, the early commentary of Hazevoet (1996) A. Townsend Peterson arguing for the need for careful attention to species concepts in developing conservation assessments received strong rebuttal from the conservation 'establishment' (Collar 1996) , suggesting that the message has not been appreciated broadly. Finally, a recent paper (Fjeldså 2003) carried the provocative title "How much does taxonomy matter?" and arrived at the conclusion that 'species concepts' did not affect the conservation priorities resulting from detailed analysis.
In this paper, my aim is to address this question yet again. In my previous analyses along these lines (Navarro-Sigüenza and Peterson 2004; Peterson 1998; Navarro-Sigüenza 1999, 2000b) , colleagues and I have focused on the example of the birds of Mexico. However, the Mexican example is but a single region, and is representative only of continental avifaunas. As a consequence, I have now taken first steps towards development of a second regional example of an alternative species concept taxonomy -the Philippine avifauna -that provides a new view from the standpoint of insular and archipelagic avifaunas. Although the formal taxonomic and nomenclatural issues are only beginning to be addressed, I have nonetheless attempted to identify discrete species units based on at least a preliminary review of essentially all the Philippine avifauna. Perhaps more importantly, in parallel with the 'before' (biological species concept) and 'after' (evolutionary species concept) of the Mexican studies (Escalante-Pliego et al. 1993; Peterson and Navarro-Sigüenza 1999) , this new review can be compared directly with results of a previous compendium developed under a biological species taxonomy (Peterson et al. 2000) to see how alternative species concepts will function in insular regions (Philippines) as compared with continental regions (Mexico).
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A recent summary of the Philippine avifauna (Dickinson et al. 1991) indicated the presence of 556 biological species, of which about 395 breed in the country and 169 are endemic (Peterson et al. 2000) . However, many of these species vary dramatically from island to island. These differentiated forms are frequently described as subspecies of biological species, and as such may be confused with other ('minor') subspecies that are not genuinely distinct. The resulting confusions between genuinely distinct forms and forms that are only subtly distinct (or not distinct!) lead to neglect of the distinct forms in conservation planning (Peterson et al. 2000) .
Several recent studies have re-evaluated species limits in Philippine birds, and have led to the recognition of additional species taxa (Collar et al. 1999; Kennedy et al. 1997 Kennedy et al. , 2001 . As in other regions , however, much more alpha taxonomic work is necessary to achieve a genuinely comparative treatment of species limits, both in reassessing species limits under the biological species concept and in outlining species limits under alternative concepts. In this paper, I offer a first-pass summary of such species that show discrete among-population phenotypic variation. This list will eventually evolve into a full alternative taxonomy for the Philippine avifauna under the evolutionary species concept (Wiley 1978) , a concept operationally similar to the phylogenetic species concept (at least in applications to birds) but that presents several distinct advantages, reviewed elsewhere (NavarroSigüenza and Peterson 2004).
Methods
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Specimens of almost all named taxa of Philippine birds (Dickinson et al. 1991 ) were inspected in most major systematic collections from the Philippines, as well as in several smaller collections: Field Museum of Natural History, American Museum of Natural History, British Museum (Natural History), Academy of Natural Sciences of Philadelphia, Yale Peabody Museum, Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of Kansas Natural History Museum, Museum Mensch und Natur (Munich) and the Naturmuseum Senckenberg (Frankfurt).
For each taxon, I compared skin specimens of males and females from each named population. Wherever feasible, I also made comparisons among potentially distinct populations within named populations (e.g. among mountain ranges within Mindanao, among islands inhabited by the same subspecies) to detect any potentially unnamed distinct populations. Differences sought included variation in coloration, size or shape.
To be considered for inclusion in my lists, I used the following criteria: (1) Differences among populations had to be discrete, permitting easy separation of essentially 100% of individuals of that age/sex class from the two populations. (2) Whenever possible, differences were confirmed based on independent series of specimens housed at other scientific collections to avoid problems with specimen conservation or treatment (Peterson and Navarro-Sigüenza 2000a) . As discussed elsewhere (NavarroSigüenza and Peterson 2004), this operational approach can be taken as a first pass towards a taxonomic treatment under the evolutionary species concept, and certainly would qualify as a phylogenetic species concept treatment as well. Results are summarized in terms of present-day endemism, and in terms of endemism at the level of Pleistocene islands, that is, the larger and more inclusive units that remained separated by sea channels at the Last Glacial Maximum (Heaney 1991; Peterson and Heaney 1993) .
Results
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In all, 108 of the 556 or so bird species known to occur in the Philippines were found to constitute examples of discrete interpopulation differentiation (see summary in Appendix). These examples ranged from differences between Philippine populations and populations further to the south and west (e.g. Buff-banded Rail Gallirallus philippensis, Barred Rail G. torquatus, Slaty-legged Crake Rallina eurizonoides) in Indonesia and South-East Asia to taxa representing complexes of many distinct forms. These latter complexes included, for example, Tarictic Hornbill Penelopides panini, Greater Flameback Chrysocolaptes lucidus and Philippine Hanging Parrot Loriculus philippensis, each of which appears divisible into five distinct forms, and Island Thrush Turdus poliocephalus, which appears divisible into seven distinct forms, including three on Mindanao alone. These populations, in each case, are clearly distinguishable, separation among well-prepared specimens of appropriate age/sex classes being essentially 100%.
Geographic divisions among the 'new' distinct forms ( Figure 1 ) generally follow divisions among islands that existed and were maintained through periods of lower sea level in the Pleistocene Peterson and Heaney 1993 Figure 1 . Summary of sets of coincident boundaries found among the differentiated populations summarized herein. Apart from well-known breaks between Pleistocene islands, the following additional zones of turnover of species were noted: (1) the Sulu Archipelago versus the remainder of the Philippines; (2) northern versus southern Luzon; (3) the Batanes and Babuyan islands versus the remainder of the Philippines; (4) Camiguin Sur versus Mindanao; (5) Tablas, Romblon and Sibuyan versus the remainder of the Philippines; (6) northern islands versus southern islands within Greater Mindanao; (7) 
BSC figures are simplified from a previous paper on the subject (Peterson et al. 2000) , based on a previous monographic treatment (Dickinson et al. 1991 
Philippine bird taxonomy
One important impediment encountered in the course of this study was the paucity of bird specimens from parts of the Philippines. Although important and extensive series were assembled in decades past, particularly by D. S. Rabor and colleagues, these series frequently include few or no representatives of key taxa, such as Dicrurus hottentottus from Tablas or Turdus poliocephalus from Sibuyan. Not only are new collections needed for further progress in establishing species limits based on phenotypic characters, but modern series including associated tapes of vocalizations and frozen tissue material are critical to permitting more in-depth study. Such incomplete representation prevented this broad survey from resulting in a complete, checked and verified list including final decisions regarding synonymy and priority. Hence, targeted new collections are key to progress with understanding Philippine bird taxonomy.
The existence of heretofore unrecognized distinct populations within currently recognized species taxa is, of course, quite common (Escalante-Pliego and Peterson 1992; Navarro- Sigüenza et al. 2001; Pitman and Jehl 1998; Thompson 1991; Zink 1994) . Indeed, recent studies in the Philippines have also indicated that avian diversity is greater than appreciated under current taxonomic treatments, showing the existence of distinct, species-level taxa (Kennedy et al. 1997 (Kennedy et al. , 2001 . Detailed studies of mammal species have indicated even more impressive increases in numbers of distinct forms in the country (Heaney 2002; Heaney and Mallari 2002; Peterson and Heaney 1993) . Clearly, though, the often-partial treatments offered in this paper beg the need for distribution-wide reassessments rather than treatments of Philippine populations only.
The degree to which the forms identified herein should be considered as valid species taxa is a considerably more difficult question; clearly, though, full appreciation of avian diversity will depend on reassessment of species limits within currently recognized bird species (Peterson 1998) . The Philippines provide a particularly difficult challenge, as these differentiated forms are almost universally disjunct in nature. Disjunct differentiated populations have represented a serious challenge for the biological species concept from its first applications (Mayr 1942) . Although the forms listed below would clearly qualify as species taxa under the phylogenetic (Davis and Nixon 1992; De Queiroz and Donoghue 1988; McKitrick and Zink 1988) or evolutionary (Wiley 1978 ) species concepts, their consideration as species under the biological species concept will depend on the evolving reinterpretation of that concept that has characterized recent taxonomic treatments, such as the American Ornithologists' Union's check-list of North American birds (AOU 1983 (AOU , 1998 .
The hope in development of the lists presented herein is that they will aid in spurring development of a truly comparable species taxonomy for the Philippine avifauna. If this taxonomy is to be developed under alternative species concepts, then the distinct populations listed herein would all qualify as candidate species taxa, and unresolved issues would be largely nomenclatural in nature. If, on the other hand, the taxonomy is to be developed under the biological species concept, continuing the excellent start provided by previous summaries (Dickinson et al. 1991) , then the principal challenge will be that of making parallel decisions across taxa. For instance, the Penelopides hornbills have been treated recently as one (Dickinson et al. 1991) , four (Kemp 1988) or five (Sibley and Monroe 1990) species under the biological species concept, with no particular stability in the decision. Decisions regarding other disjunct differentiated populations of these and other complexes and their representatives elsewhere in South-East Asia will have to follow parallel criteria in setting new species limits in order to achieve a genuinely comparable species taxonomy for the country's avifauna.
Taxonomy and conservation priorities
Returning to Fjeldså's (2003) provocative question, in the analyses presented herein, the answer is clear: taxonomy does matter. First, different regions are emphasized more or less under the alternative species concept (here ESC, for evolutionary species concept) as opposed to the biological species concept (BSC) viewpoints: for example, Greater Palawan was seen to hold 56% more single-Pleistocene-island species under the ESC than under the BSC, whereas the Greater Sulu Islands increased in singlePleistocene-island species richness by 400%. These differences appear to be related to the relative isolation of particular islands in relation to neighbouring islands, although causes are not completely clear.
Second, the ESC identifies several other Pleistocene island groups as having endemic species when few or none were known or prioritized previously. The Greater Sulu Islands (although their unity through the Pleistocene is somewhat uncertain) rose in single-Pleistocene-island species richness from three to 12 species; Greater Romblon was seen to hold three ESC species when it previously was known to hold none, and similarly for the Batanes and Babuyan islands (four species now appreciated), Camiguin Sur (three species now appreciated) and the Cagayan Group and Siquijor (one species each now appreciated). These islands or island groups were previously unappreciated or underappreciated as conservation priorities, and are now 'visible' as holding endemic species.
Finally, and perhaps most interesting, in three cases, the ESC lists have permitted further appreciation (Mallari et al. 2001; Stattersfield et al. 1999 ) of centres of speciation and differentiation within Pleistocene islands: (1) differentiation of populations (even in species of lowland forests) between northern and southern Luzon, (2) differentiation of populations in the northern islands of Greater Mindanao (Samar, Leyte, Bohol) from those of Mindanao, and (3) differentiation of populations within Mindanao (in addition to a few already known; Kennedy et al. 1997) . Many of the broad-brush-stroke patterns had, of course, been appreciated by even the earliest workers in the region (Dickerson 1928) . Although a previous prioritization of Philippine regions on the basis of bird diversity (Stattersfield et al. 1999) suggested that elevation of many subspecific taxa to species status would not affect areas of endemism identified, this paper and others (Peterson and Navarro-Sigüenza 1999) indicate the contrary. Consideration of endemic subspecies as units of conservation action (Mallari et al. 2001 ) would be misleading as well, as many subspecies reviewed in this effort were not distinct, thus once again clouding the picture. Put simply, new conservation priorities were revealed or known areas of importance were emphasized thanks to an alternative species taxonomy.
So why did Fjeldså (2003) arrive at such a different conclusion from that found here and in other such analyses (Peterson and Navarro-Sigüenza 1999) ? Either the African system on which his analyses were based is qualitatively different from Mexico and the Philippines, or his analyses are somehow biased against such a conclusion. As regards the former, I see no reason why Africa should not also prove to be a rich store of ESC species taxa, with its complex biogeography and long-appreciated intricacies of bird taxonomy. Indeed, given the greater attention to alpha-systematics of the birds of the Neotropics over the past half-century than to those of the Afrotropics, I suspect that even more BSC species will prove to constitute 'complexes' in need of revision and splitting, and that these changes will have geographic biases that will affect conservation priorities.
Rather, I believe that the explanation for these differences lies in Fjeldså's (2003) methodology. His 'alternative' species list was based on taxonomic splits suggested in the literature since the excellent atlases of speciation in the African birds (Hall and Moreau 1970; Snow 1978) , and not on a comprehensive (if preliminary) reanalysis as my colleagues and I have developed in our examples. I suspect that the African 'reanalysis' was simply not sensitive enough, and probably omitted numerous key centres of repeated differentiation and speciation, at least under alternative species concepts.
Conclusions
A recent study (Danielson and Treadaway 2004) of Philippine butterfly species distributions under different species concepts arrived at the same conclusions as I have here. Their conclusions could easily be those of this paper: 'We demonstrate that a better resolved species level classification could reveal numerous "new" priority areas. In tropical island and mountain regions where the distinctiveness of butterfly subspecies is high, significant evolutionary units may be lost unless fine-scale conservation planning pays attention to well-defined subspecies.' Put quite simply, taxonomy does matter in establishing conservation priorities. A recent review of species limits and criteria used in describing bird species (Watson 2005) pointed out the impressive degree to which bird species are defined by ornithological taxonomists based on 'field marks', in marked contrast to those characters used by other vertebrate zoologists. This focus on identifiable species has clearly simplified the view of bird diversity, but runs the risk of obscuring important, independent evolutionary lineages. Taxonomy is taxonomy, and can always be fixed, but conservation is particularly unforgiving -once a species or lineage is lost, it is lost forever. Workers in bird conservation should therefore pay close attention to the taxonomic basis of the species lists on which they base their conservation assessments.
Appendix. Summary of Philippine bird species within which among-population heterogeneity was detected via inspection of a series of natural history museum specimens. When divisions involve populations that would have micro-scale distributions (e.g. part of a large island, or total restriction to a single small island) the 'microendemics' column is checked. Note that a full synonymy is not provided owing to the preliminary nature of the summary, and given the woefully small samples and unavailability of many of the key taxa. 
